CD pv.1290 
Conference on Disarmament 18 June 2013 


English 
UNITED NATIONS 
DEPOSITORY 


JUL 02 208 


H/ POF ILLINOIS 
REE aM MA CHAMPAIGN 


Final record of the one thousand two hundred and ninetieth plenary meeting 
Held at the Palais des Nations, Geneva, on Tuesday, 18 June 2013, at 11.05 a.m. 


Pameceient ame VAL AVIOUSEL INAZITIGA Slete, Sacer Resonate sees seresh itt etk cave menes Wises oes ses (Islamic Republic of Iran) 


GE.15-04497 (E) 120515 190515 


utes OO AT4S9 Fi k Please aes 


CD/PV.1290 


The President: | call to order the 1290th plenary meeting of the Conference on 
Disarmament. 


I would like to extend a warm welcome to our distinguished guest of today, Mr. 
Ranjan Mathai, Foreign Secretary in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of India. His presence 
here is a testimony to the importance that his country attaches to the work of this 


distinguished body. I have the pleasure and the honour to invite Mr. Mathai to take the floor. 


Mr. Mathai (India): It is an honour to address the Conference on Disarmament. 
India has been a member of the Conference since its inception. We value very much its role 
as the world community’s single multilateral disarmament negotiating forum. The 
Conference fulfils a unique function by bringing together all militarily significant States. It 
is also a forum that brings together all States possessing nuclear weapons. If the Conference 
did not exist there would be a need to invent one, especially if we are to make progress on 
the path towards global nuclear disarmament and the complete elimination of nuclear 
weapons — a priority enshrined by universal consensus in the Final Document of the first 
special session on disarmament of the General Assembly of the United Nations, which in 
fact established this Conference 


The mandate of this Conference is to undertake negotiations on treaties of universal 
application. India supports the early commencement of substantive work in the Conference. 
The Conference must proceed with the adoption of a programme of work. This body works 
on the principle of consensus, and rightly so, as matters that come up for negotiation fall in 
the domain of national security. But the same principle also affords member States the 
opportunity to protect their interests during negotiations. Therefore, it is unfortunate that 
this Conference has been prevented, on one unconvincing pretext or another, from 
commencing substantive work — in the immediate context on a fissile material cut-off treaty 
(FMCT), or for that matter on issues that command strong support from members of this 
Conference, be it on nuclear disarmament, negative security assurances or measures to 
prevent the weaponization of outer space. This Conference should be allowed to fulfil its 
mandate as a negotiating forum by commencing such negotiations on the basis of an early 
decision on its programme of work. 


India has been consistent in its support for global, non-discriminatory nuclear 
disarmament. We associate ourselves with the statement on nuclear disarmament made by 
Zimbabwe on behalf of the Group of 21 last week. India’s working paper tabled as 
document CD/1816 in 2007 contains specific proposals, based on the key principles of the 
Rajiv Gandhi Action Plan for achieving nuclear disarmament in a time-bound manner. 
India is convinced that the goal of nuclear disarmament can be achieved through a step-by- 
step process underwritten by a universal commitment and an agreed multilateral framework 
that is global and non-discriminatory. There is a need for a meaningful dialogue among all 
States possessing nuclear weapons to build trust and confidence and for reducing the 
salience of nuclear weapons in international affairs and in security doctrines. Progressive 
steps are needed for the delegitimization of nuclear weapons, paving the way for their 
complete elimination. For over three decades, the General Assembly of the United Nations 
has voted in favour of a resolution, sponsored by India, calling on this Conference to 
negotiate a convention on the prohibition of use of nuclear weapons. As a nuclear-weapon 
State, India has a doctrine of credible minimum nuclear deterrence underlined by a no-first- 
use posture. We have also supported a global no-first-use treaty. 


Without prejudice to the priority India attaches to nuclear disarmament, we support 
the negotiation in the Conference on Disarmament of a non-discriminatory and 
internationally verifiable treaty banning the future production of fissile material for nuclear 
weapons and other nuclear explosive devices that meets India’s national security interests. 
India is a nuclear-weapon State and a responsible member of the world community, and 
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would approach these negotiations as such. There is an agreed mandate for the 
commencement of such negotiations. 


We do not favour reopening this mandate. India’s support for FMCT negotiations is 
consistent with our interest in strengthening the global non-proliferation regime; a fissile 
material cut-off treaty would add a measure of strategic predictability and would be a 
baseline for future global nuclear disarmament efforts. Therefore, blocking FMCT 
negotiations for an open-ended nuclear build-up would be a matter of concern not just for 
India but for the international community as a whole. 


India is a major spacefaring nation with wide-ranging interests in outer space. Our 
growing space interests are vital to our national security as well. We accord priority to the 
issue of prevention of an arms race in outer space, including the safety of assets in space. 
The international legal framework on space security needs to be strengthened to enhance 
the security of space assets for all space users and to ensure the long-term sustainability of 
outer space. While universal and non-discriminatory transparency and confidence-building 
measures can play a useful complementary role, and indeed India is participating in efforts 
led by the European Union, among others, in this regard, they cannot replace legally 
binding instruments in this field. 


India supports international cooperative efforts that strengthen multilateral 
approaches and institutions in the field of disarmament and non-proliferation. For its part 
India has actively contributed to strengthening the disarmament and non-proliferation 
agenda — at the General Assembly of the United Nations, the United Nations Disarmament 
Commission, the International Atomic Energy Agency and the Organisation for the 
Prohibition of Chemical Weapons. India has stepped up its engagement with the 
multilateral export control regimes with a view to membership of those regimes. We 
support efforts of the 1540 Committee of the Security Council of the United Nations, in 
particular in addressing the challenges of clandestine proliferation. India hosted a 1540 
workshop on building new synergies for nuclear security in Delhi in November last year. 
We contributed to the success of the Nuclear Security Summit, the Review Conferences of 
the Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons and the Biological Weapons Convention 
last year and the Chemical Weapons Convention Review Conference in April this year. 


I am conscious that there is impatience with the current stasis in the Conference on 
Disarmament. Questioning the relevance and authority of established multilateral 
disarmament frameworks is misplaced when in fact the current impasse is more due to the 
obstacles placed in its path rather than any inherent institutional deficiencies. It is 
incumbent on all of us to enable the Conference to fulfil its mandate for negotiating 
multilateral treaties that can be implemented universally. We are convinced that the 
Conference has the membership, the credibility and the rules of procedure to discharge its 
mandate as the single multilateral disarmament negotiating forum. 


We were privileged to hold the presidency of the Conference during the first session. 
In our view, the best way to revitalize this Conference is to allow the commencement of 
substantive negotiations. In this regard, we hope that our collective efforts will bear fruit in 
the near future. It has been an honour today to speak during the presidency of the Islamic 
Republic of Iran. 


The President: I thank Mr. Mathai for his statement and also for his kind words 
addressed to the President. Allow me now to suspend the meeting for a short moment in 
order to escort the Foreign Secretary from the chamber. 


The meeting was briefly suspended. 


The President: This plenary meeting is resumed. I would like to give the floor to 
Mr. Kassym-Jomart Tokayev, Secretary-General of the Conference on Disarmament. 
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Mr. Tokayev (Secretary-General of the Conference on Disarmament and Personal 
Representative of the United Nations Secretary-General): I am pleased to address the 
Conference on Disarmament again, for the fourth time during my tenure as Secretary- 
General. 


Like many of you, I deeply regret that the Conference is still at a standstill. As the 
Secretary-General, Mr. Ban Ki-moon, stated in his speech at the Monterey Institute earlier 
this year, “the credibility of [this] body is at risk”. The record of achievement of the 
Conference is, in his words, “overshadowed by inertia that has now lasted for more than a 
decade. That must change”. 


So we must rise to this challenge. 


I remain firmly committed to the Conference. I continue to believe in the value, 
importance and necessity of the Conference as the single multilateral disarmament 
negotiating forum of the international community. 


Together, we must chart new paths to bring the Conference back to negotiations. 


I commend the presidencies of Hungary, India, Indonesia and the Islamic Republic 
of Iran for their tireless efforts since the beginning of this year. In just a few days, we will 
only have two more presidencies to complete the 2013 session. Time is running out. 


The implementation of the agenda of the Conference is long overdue. A compromise 
should be found to bridge the narrow gap that obstructs the start of negotiations on a fissile 
material cut-off treaty as a priority. 


The Conference should also start early and vigorous consultations to achieve 
consensus on other legally binding instruments on nuclear disarmament, the prevention of 
an arms race in outer space, as well as effective international arrangements to assure non- 
nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. These core items 
are of much promise to international security. 


In my past statements as Secretary-General of the Conference, I have had the chance 
of presenting a number of proposals on both substantive and procedural aspects that could 
contribute towards the resumption of substantive work. 


These proposals include: first, a review of the activity, structure and duration of the 
presidency; second, expansion of the membership of the Conference; third, a reflection on 
the role of civil society; fourth, a reassessment of the agenda; fifth, a review of the rules of 
procedure, in particular to examine the best ways and means of utilizing the rule of 
consensus in a manner that neither jeopardizes security interests nor retards the progress of 
the Conference; and sixth, strengthening political will through consultations at the highest 
political level of member States. 


Many of you have made similar and other constructive proposals before and during 
this current session. 


I may mention the proposals put forward by Indonesia, calling for a timetable of 
activities with a greater involvement of regional groups, or the discussion of the four core 
agenda items in a serial manner allowing for one item per year. 


I noted the call by the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland for a 
review of the United Nations disarmament machinery, aimed at promoting mutually 
reinforcing relationships between the United Nations Disarmament Commission that 
deliberates, the Conference on Disarmament that negotiates and the First Committee of the 
General Assembly that legislates on disarmament matters. 


For its part, Switzerland has drawn from past but productive practices employed by 
the Conference, and has suggested a structured and action-oriented process that would lead 
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to more positive changes in the methods of work of the Conference. In this context, I also 
welcome Germany as well as other member States of the Conference which consistently 
have expressed their support for the Conference to resume its negotiating mandate. 


As Secretary-General of the Conference, I fully support a balanced and 
comprehensive programme of work in line with the Conference’s role as a negotiating 
forum. The deadlock in finding consensus on what goes into this programme and how to 
implement it has led some delegations such as the Russian Federation to give a new 
proposal, in the interim of the protracted consultations, a “lighter” or “simplified” 
programme of work, which would enable the Conference to be substantively active. 


I have followed with keen interest the recent plenary debates focusing on a 
programme of work and the revitalization of the Conference. From my vantage point as 
Secretary-General of the Conference, I would like to propose for your early consideration 
the following. 


First, the establishment of an informal working group with a mandate to produce a 
programme of work that would be robust in substance and progressive over time in 
implementation. We urgently need a programme of work that leads to negotiations. 


Second, the establishment of a subsidiary body in accordance with rule 23 of the 
rules of procedure, to examine and make proposals on the improvement of the working 
methods of the Conference. 


Third, the designation of a special coordinator to examine and make proposals on 
expansion of the membership of the Conference and on the possible role that civil society 
may play in its work. 


These proposals are part of a structured process which is not new to the practices of 
the Conference. As Ambassador Urs Schmid from Switzerland reminded us three weeks 
ago, it was as a result of such a process that the Conference was able to resume in the 1990s 
the negotiating mandate that led to the adoption of the Chemical Weapons Convention and 
the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty. 


I believe that such a process deserves serious consideration. 


The proposed structured process does not threaten any State interest. It is part of the 
organizational responsibility which we must assume to improve the manner in which we 
work so that we can reach agreement to start negotiations. 


As Secretary-General, I will continue to play my role in any manner that can 
promote the proposed structured process. I will work closely with the P6, including holding 
intersessional meetings that may strengthen continuity from one presidency to another, and 
regular interactions with the regional groups. 


I am concerned that if we do not act, we will experience a possibly irreversible 
erosion of confidence in this forum. It is our collective responsibility to prevent such 
erosion. The stakes are simply too high. 


We need to find common ground, with respect for different points of view but driven 
by a spirit of compromise and collective will to find a way forward. 


It is often said that the differences of opinion that prevent agreement on a 
programme of work are shaped by considerations far beyond this chamber. Most probably 
it is true. However, this does not free us from any responsibility to do our best here to move 
ahead, by reviewing seriously our options and considering avenues for change that can 
generate consensus. 
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The Conference on Disarmament has the potential to again be at the heart of the 
international community’s efforts to create a safer and more secure world through 
disarmament. It is our shared responsibility to ensure that it can fulfil its potential. 


The President: Before we proceed to the next issue under discussion, namely the 
paper that we received yesterday containing elements for a possible programme of work, I 
would like to ask whether any delegation wishes to take the floor to comment on Mr. 
Tokayev’s speech. I see none, so I take it that we can proceed. 


I will now turn to the paper containing the elements for a possible programme of 
work which was circulated yesterday by e-mail by the United Nations Secretariat. I would 
like to spend the rest of the plenary meeting today hearing your opinions on such a paper. 


I would like to start by thanking all of you for all the support that I have received 
from you during my presidency. As I said in the first meeting, the President has capacities 
and makes initiatives, but the end result is depending very much on all Conference 
members, and the success of the Conference is a collective responsibility. 


The Conference has been struggling for a long time to keep its relevance while 
exploring different approaches towards its programme of work. It has succeeded 
exceptionally, but not always. Let me share the following comments with you which in 
some way reflect the results of my efforts since the beginning of the presidency. I indicated 
at the beginning of the presidency that I would fully adhere to the principle of transparency, 
impartiality and inclusiveness and also completely abide by the rules of procedure of the 
Conference. My first priority during the presidency has been searching for possible ways of 
reaching agreement on the programme of work. To fulfil my task as President, and in line 
with concentrating on my first priority, we have carried out bilateral conceptual 
consultations on the programme of work at the expert level, ambassadorial level, regional 
level, with different countries from different regions. We allocated one plenary to the 
discussion of the programme of work, a most urgent issue of the Conference right now, and 
we have had a very valuable and constructive debate and exchange of views, both formally 
and informally in that plenary. 


Last week we had very good frank and useful consultations with all regional groups, 
which provided me with a clear picture on the current situation that we are in. 


In all of those consultations, which were aimed at narrowing the gap and exploring 
ways and means to promote consensus on the programme of work of the Conference, we 
discussed all possible alternatives for the programme of work, and two main approaches, 
namely the idealistic and the pragmatic, were recognized. 


The consultations of the last three weeks demonstrated to us that the complicity 
among the delegations inclined towards a pragmatic approach, although from the national 
point of view the Islamic Republic of Iran believes that it is not a preferable option. We 
have always reiterated along with the Group of 21 the urgency of this sort of negotiation on 
nuclear disarmament as the utmost priority of the majority of the international community. 


Let me enumerate certain factors that argue for the need to proceed based on the 
pragmatic approach. 


First, if every member sticks to its national position and maintains a high level of 
expectations, they may never overcome the deadlock in the Conference. Although the 
effectiveness of the Conference and the disarmament machinery in its totality is subject to 
the international environment and security of States, it does not mean that the members of 
the Conference cannot break its deadlock by creativity and flexibility. 


Second, the discussion on some of the core issues has already been taking place 
outside the Conference in other formats such as United Nations working groups or expert 
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groups. The rising parallel tracks to the Conference would be likely to undermine the 
Conference as the sole negotiating body in the field of disarmament. This brings pressure 
on the Conference and increases the expectations of the international community from the 
Conference. 


Third, if you pay attention to the history and record of the Conference, in the past 
the Conference has not always had a negotiating mandate for each and every item of its 
own agenda. 


Fourth, the pragmatic approach may enable member States to engage substantively 
in discussing issues that are related to the Conference in a structured and purposeful manner 
and pave the way for later negotiations on the same issues in the future. Negotiation 
without prior substantive discussion of an issue is not in any way possible. 


After three weeks of intensive consultations we have reached the point that the best 
feasible approach is the pragmatic approach, and the possible programme of work should 
enjoy all innovative efforts of the past Presidents in trying to simplify or streamline the 
programme of work by equal treatment of all core issues with respect to the mandate, 
modality and the language, and avoid any kind of divisive mandate. 


In accordance with these criteria I have prepared a draft programme of work, or 
possible programme of work, which was distributed yesterday in the meeting with regional 
group coordinators. I believe this text embraces the common denominator of all positions 
reflected in the consultations. My aim in presenting this draft is to make all members 
equally happy, and I know that there might be also a criticism of the draft text if delegations 
still stick to their national priorities. If everybody is equally unhappy, that would also be the 
art of consensus-building. 


This meeting has provided us with this opportunity to have a preliminary reaction to 
the text. I hope this discussion will provide further inputs that enable the President to 
proceed with his own text. Therefore, based on today’s discussion, I will go through all the 
proposals, including comments and interventions, and after analysing all those ideas | will 
act accordingly. 


Now I would like to open discussion on the paper. The representative of Egypt, you 
have the floor, Sir. 


Mr. El-Atawy (Egypt): Mr. President, let me at the beginning thank you for all your 
efforts and the transparency with which you have been conducting your presidency. 


We have received a draft programme of work that has yet to receive a document 
number. While it was sent to the capital for closer consideration, let me just take the floor 
for a preliminary reaction to support your efforts and the paradigm on which the proposal is 
based. You have presented us today with a document that can help to break the deadlock 
and bring us back to substantive work. 


We often hear in this room some countries lamenting the lack of progress on one 
topic or the other. We also hear others say that first we need to preserve the negotiating 
nature of this venue. We have also listened to some countries repeating ad infinitum that 
one topic is the top priority, while others insist that another topic is the real top priority. 
While this draft is not perfect, it allows every country in this room to be satisfied, for the 
following reasons in our opinion. 


First, the draft gives no priorities. It is up to the members and their collective work 
to set the priority and provide the real litmus test for what is truly ripe for negotiating a 
multilateral instrument by actually allowing the substantive work to proceed with no 
preconditions. 
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Second, the draft is congruent with the nature of the venue and does not seek to 
create another or a parallel deliberating forum. The mandate given to the working groups is 
to develop proposals on all four core issues, and to develop such proposals means to 
collectively discuss the different elements of each topic, and to negotiate — actually 
negotiate — how to deal with them. This is exactly what this body should be doing in 
undertaking multilateral negotiations on disarmament issues. 


Third, the draft allows the substantive work to proceed on all four tracks, while 
initiating discussions on the other three non-core issues, thus breaking the deadlock and 
proceeding with substantive work. This is not creating the illusion of work or passing a 
programme of work for its own sake, but rather it empowers us with the tool to carry 
forward the substantive work as far as the actual and real consensus available allows us to 
go. And for those who are so keen to start exactly the same exercise outside this room, 
decrying the lack of movement in the Conference on Disarmament, it provides them with a 
proper venue to conduct such work. 


Fourth, the draft also provides the opportunity for transparency, to enable us to see 
objectively who is really interested in substantive work of the Conference and who is 
blocking that, without blaming the venue or its rules of procedure. 


Mr. President, we congratulate you on developing this proposed programme of work, 
which, while not being optimum to almost everyone in the room, provides the opportunity 
to move forward. 


Let me just conclude by saying that the way forward is just that, moving forward. 
Continuing to insist on past proposals that really did not work and have no chance of 
working, but rather being overtaken by developments and trying to cling to a fleeting 
moment, is not helpful. No matter how much you push a wall, it will remain in its place. 
The better strategy is to open a door into this wall. We believe, Mr. President, that you have 
provided this door, and we look forward to starting substantial work on nuclear 
disarmament, including fissile material, on the prevention of an arms race in outer space 
and on negative security assurances. 


Mr. Vallim Guerreiro (Brazil): Mr. President, since this is the first time that Brazil 
takes the floor during your presidency, I would like very much to congratulate you on the 
way in which you have been conducting the presidency of the Conference, and by the way 
Brazil relishes very much the strong and deep relations it maintains with the Islamic 
Republic of Iran. We have worked together in the past and we hope to continue working 
together in the future. 


I would like to take this opportunity to welcome the proposals made by the 
Secretary-General of the Conference. We will read them very carefully, send them to our 
capital and later on we will have comments to make on his proposals. 


Mr. President, the paper you submitted yesterday to the membership of the 
Conference is a clever one. It adopts a clever approach in that, as our distinguished 
colleague from Egypt said, it does not establish priorities. Now we would have preferred a 
different one; we would have preferred a negotiating mandate which could lead to the 
objective we all seek to achieve, which is a world without nuclear weapons, a negotiating 
mandate to develop a nuclear weapons convention. If that is not possible, at the very least 
we would have liked to have a negotiating mandate for fissile material which effectively 
contributes to nuclear disarmament, and that means addressing in one way or another past 
production. 


Now, Mr. President, your proposal — and we thank you very much for the efforts 
you have put into it — might seem to some to be more of the same. But it might not be, and 


GE.15-04497 


GE.15-04497 


on behalf of Brazil let me say that if it helps in unblocking what the Foreign Secretary of 
India just said, the stasis in the Conference on Disarmament, please count on our support. 


The President: | thank the distinguished Ambassador of Brazil and for the kind 
words addressed to the President. On my list I have the distinguished representative of 
Australia. You have the floor, Sir. 


Mr. Woolcott (Australia): Mr. President, you have asked for an initial discussion on 
the non-paper you circulated yesterday. I do not yet have instructions on the proposals 
contained in the non-paper, but I would just like to make some preliminary comments and 
in essence reiterate what I said to you last Friday. Australia attaches great importance to the 
implementation of the 2010 action plan of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons (NPT), including those related to the Conference on Disarmament: action 6 on 
nuclear disarmament, action 7 on negative security assurances and action 15 on a fissile 
material cut-off treaty, not forgetting the Conference on Disarmament’s fourth core issue on 
outer space. Australia believes that all States parties to the NPT in the Conference should 
remain actively committed to the implementation of actions 6, 7 and 15, as they should 
remain actively committed to the implementation of the rest of the action plan. Cherry- 
picking aspects of the action plan and its accompanying decisions risks its unravelling in its 
whole. I do not see why NPT States parties would welcome a proposal which would run 
contrary to the implementation of actions 6, 7 and 15, and decoupling CD/1299 from the 
mandate on fissile material would undo a long-standing understanding among NPT States 
parties, and would thereby run contrary to the action plan. 


I know that you have suggested that we should not be stuck in the past, but to be 
clear, Australia does not consider that underlining the continuing relevance of recent and 
long-standing multilaterally agreed consensus frameworks, including the 2010 action plan 
and CD/1299, constitutes being stuck in the past. 


I am also puzzled by your reference to developing proposals on fissile material for 
nuclear weapons or other explosive devices. This of course would mean that this could 
include proposals on the further production of fissile material for nuclear weapons or other 
explosive devices. I recognize Iran, as an NPT member State, would not countenance this 
for a moment, and the wording needs to be changed to develop proposals on the banning of 
production of fissile material for nuclear weapons purposes. This is of course only one of 
the problems we have with the non-paper. 


I understand that achieving consensus is currently difficult, so I again suggest that it 
may be worthwhile to pause and reflect on the Conference’s current situation. You have 
been tireless in your efforts, Mr. President, but I believe this proposal would simply create 
the illusion of work in the Conference and would further the gaps which exist in this place. 


Mr. Amano (Japan): Mr. President, first of all I would like to thank you for your 
efforts, and in particular your consultations with regard to a programme of work for the 
Conference on Disarmament. Yesterday I received your draft, and I would like to state my 
preliminary thoughts at this stage. 


Through bilateral consultations, discussions in this Council chamber and the 
consultations between you and the Western European Group, Japan has repeatedly stressed 
the need to accumulate practical nuclear disarmament and confidence-building measures in 
a steady manner to achieve our common goal of a world without nuclear weapons. 
Although we do not overlook the importance of other agenda items, we believe that it is 
high time for the international community to negotiate a treaty banning the production of 
fissile material for nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices. Such a negotiation 
should be based on document CD/1299, which is considered today as valid as it was at the 
time of its adoption. This is not an opinion only of Japan but that of the international 
community, and is reflected in numerous statements, documents and resolutions in various 


CD/PV.1290 


CD/PV.1290 


10 


significant forums such as the Conference on Disarmament, the United Nations General 
Assembly and the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. 


We must also bear in mind that the Conference on Disarmament is a negotiating 
body, and it is not expected to agree on a mandate without any negotiation. If we need to 
develop the process through discussions, it can be done without a programme of work. 


Mr. President, I will seek the view of my capital regarding this draft. However, I am 
disappointed that our views were not reflected in the draft. During the consultations you 
emphasized the need for pragmatism, not idealism. Japan believes that true pragmatism in 
nuclear disarmament lies in an approach that I mentioned. If there is to be a programme of 
work for the Conference on Disarmament, it should directly address this question. 


Mr. Akram (Pakistan): Mr. President, while I await instructions from Islamabad on 
the draft programme of work that you have distributed to us, I would like to take this 
opportunity to first of all congratulate you and to thank you for your tireless efforts, for the 
transparent manner in which you have conducted your consultations, and for the pragmatic 
approach that you have adopted in trying to break the deadlock in the Conference on 
Disarmament. 


Our two countries have a history of close and friendly relations, and this is reflected 
in the relationship between our delegations as well as between us personally. It is a matter 
of great happiness for us to see you as the President of the Conference on Disarmament at 
this stage, and it is our pleasure to have seen you make such a proposal that meets the 
lowest common denominator and does so in a pragmatic way. 


We fully agree with you that while every delegation in this room has its own 
priorities and its own objectives, we all need to compromise to come to a solution that will 
work for everyone. I think you have made a very good attempt to achieve that objective and, 
as I said, we hope to engage with you and with other members of the Conference to ensure 
that we can unblock the Conference and get down to substantive work. 


I would also like to take this opportunity to respond to a comment made by one of 
my close friends here about decisions of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons (NPT). At least three countries which are members of the Conference on 
Disarmament are not members of the NPT, and speaking for my own country I just would 
like to state that we are not bound by the decisions of the NPT in regard to the work or the 
priorities that we need to follow in the Conference on Disarmament. 


Finally, while I have the floor I would also like to express our appreciation for the 
thoughtful statement made by the Secretary-General of the Conference, Mr. Tokayev. He 
has made some very useful remarks and suggestions. I would like to assure him that we will 
give full consideration to his approach and we will come back at an appropriate time in the 
near future to give our considered response to his ideas. 


Mr. Romero Puentes (Cuba) (spoke in Spanish): Mr. President, firstly, allow me to 
congratulate you again on your tireless efforts towards the adoption of a programme of 
work, which should be the priority of the Conference on Disarmament. My delegation, like 
others, has sent the document that we received yesterday to our capital, and we are awaiting 
comments. In any case, we wish to make some preliminary comments about the document. 


My country accords particular priority to nuclear disarmament. For Cuba, as for the 
other members of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, nuclear disarmament is, and 
should continue to be, the main priority in terms of disarmament and should therefore be 
given utmost priority in the programme of work of the Conference on Disarmament. For 
that reason, my country would prefer to give the working group on nuclear disarmament a 
negotiating mandate with the aim of adopting a convention establishing a programme for 
the gradual elimination of all nuclear weapons within a set time frame and under strict 
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international control. Of course, this position is not limited to my country, rather it has been 
adopted by most members of the international community making up the Movement of 
Non-Aligned Countries. 


Mr. President, as a country, we would have liked to see a document granting a 
negotiating mandate to nuclear disarmament. Given that other delegations would not be 
comfortable with this negotiating mandate, a second version could have granted a 
negotiating mandate to the four core agenda items. However, my delegation understands 
that when building a consensus it is important to bear all views in mind, and we therefore 
recognize your efforts to present a lowest common denominator that takes all States’ views 
into account. A priori, my delegation recognizes a significant achievement in your 
programme of work, namely the comprehensive and balanced approach that you have taken 
to the Conference’s four core agenda items. 


My delegation does not understand why the lack of a specific negotiating mandate is 
deemed a hindrance to progress towards a programme of work. Of course, our preference 
would have been to have a negotiating mandate, but we believe that debates on the basis of 
the mandates will allow for substantive discussions, rather than giving the illusion that 
work is being done. We are currently deluding ourselves by thinking that we are working, 
but we believe that if this programme of work is adopted, a future mandate will doubtless 
allow us to move closer to positions facilitating the negotiation of multilateral disarmament 
treaties. 


I will return with further comments once I receive instructions from our capital. For 
the moment, I thank you for your proposal. Furthermore, we note the proposals of the 
Secretary-General, which we will also examine and assess in detail, and on which we will 
comment at future plenary meetings. 


Mr. Hoffmann (Germany): The Conference on Disarmament must not give up its 
efforts to find agreement on a programme of work, which essentially means agreeing on the 
topic or topics it wants to work on to elaborate new instruments in the field of disarmament 
and non-proliferation. 


My delegation believes that it is the duty of all of us, and in particular of every 
President, to make an effort to seek consensus on a programme of work, and we therefore 
very much welcome the fact that you have made a determined effort in that direction. 


Now we had a discussion concerning the particular approach you, Mr. President, 
have taken, which has been dubbed a simplified programme of work in the Western 
European Group last Friday, and I have noted with appreciation your stated intention to 
base yourself on what appears to command consensus. Many colleagues took the floor in 
the Western European Group meeting on Friday, and I am certainly willing to make the 
points I made then once again today in plenary, also in the light of the text of the proposal 
you circulated yesterday. And of course, this is on a personal basis, since we are still 
awaiting instructions. 


In going about the task of finding consensus on a programme of work, we need to 
keep in mind the fundamental point about the task of the Conference on Disarmament, and 
for this I invite all of us to go back to the outcome document of the first special session of 
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, which is very clear on that point. 


In section IV, entitled “Machinery”, the Conference on Disarmament is designated 
as the “multilateral disarmament negotiating forum” (which is in paragraph 120), in 
contrast to the United Nations Disarmament Commission, which is designated as the 
“deliberative body” (which is in paragraph 118). 


So what follows from that? 
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It follows that programmes of work — which are in actual fact mandates — which 
the Conference on Disarmament gives itself make sense only if they spell out in reasonable 
clarity what subjects the Conference intends to focus on in terms of fulfilling its negotiating 
task. 


Unfortunately the Conference has not managed to do exactly that in the last 17 years 
or so, and Germany regrets that profoundly indeed. 


We are of the view that many in the Conference have made this task unnecessarily 
difficult by blocking certain items on the agenda altogether from being identified as 
negotiating topics, or by making all kinds of linkages between different items or by 
insisting on a degree of small print which continues to stand in the way of finding 
consensus. 


And in that particular sense we have been and we continue indeed to be in favour of 
simplifying things, by which we mean focusing on the essential in a programme of work. 


But there is a minimum standard which the Conference must uphold — namely to 
give us a reasonably clear tasking in the sense the first special session has defined, that is, a 
mandate to negotiate new instruments in the field of disarmament. 


Germany is relatively relaxed about how exactly one formulates this — perhaps 
even the word “negotiate” as such is not absolutely necessary, although of course we would 
very much like to see it in the programme of work — as long as it remains clear that we 
work on new treaties or conventions. 


And, seen in this light, we rather doubt whether it will lead to much to try to solve 
the problem of the Conference by adopting a programme of work now which would only 
bless what we have been doing in the last 17 years in the absence of agreement on a 
negotiating mandate by agreeing now to develop proposals on all four core issues on our 
agenda at the same time, because that will in my judgement de facto be understood as 
meaning to continue to just discuss these items. And one can, I think, very well argue that 
delegations have always developed proposals in their statements in the last 17 years. 


The Conference on Disarmament has been discussing, and can continue to do so 
anyway without a programme of work, and we have also had informal working groups 
doing that in an organized way which were chaired by colleagues, who also reported on 
these discussions. Just to give you an example of this, I would draw your attention to 
document CD/WP.560 of 7 June 2010, which sets out a very clear structure for informal 
discussions of all agenda items chaired or coordinated by various colleagues. 


So let me sum up. 


We must not give the impression to the international community as if the 
Conference had solved its 17-year-old problem of not being able to agree on what topics it 
wishes to work out new legally binding instruments next by now taking the short cut of 
reducing our level of ambition to only develop proposals on all four core issues. Firstly, this 
would be very difficult to implement in practice, also in view of the resources of 
delegations; and secondly, the danger is just too great that such a low smallest common 
denominator will only lead to a continuation of the discussions we have had for years on 
end, without a serious prospect of getting into proper negotiations, and in that sense I agree 
very much with what has been said by the Foreign Secretary of India, who said the best 


way to revitalize this Conference is to allow the commencement of substantive negotiations. 


In closing, I would also like to express my appreciation for the very thoughtful 
statement by the Secretary-General of the Conference on Disarmament, which we will 
study very carefully. 
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Mr. Lusinski (Poland): Mr. President, let me first thank you for consultations that 
you kindly ran with all of the parties involved. 


Our delegation used to welcome and support every presidency in its efforts towards 
reaching consensus on a programme of work that would lead us to substantial negotiations. 
Nevertheless, we have had an avalanche of informal discussions, and to overcome the 
stalemate in the Conference on Disarmament we need a clear mandate. Therefore we could 
only subscribe to a programme of work that contains negotiations. 


Mr. Lindell (Sweden): Mr. President, | would like to thank you for the non-paper 
containing a draft programme of work for the Conference, and for this opportunity to give 
our preliminary views. We would also like to thank the Foreign Secretary of India and the 
Secretary-General of the Conference for their statements. 


Like many others, my delegation has outlined its position on several occasions, so I 
can be brief today. As you know, Sweden attaches importance to the fact that the basic task 
of the Conference on Disarmament is to negotiate treaties. We also believe that the prospect 
of the next such treaty being the fissile material cut-off treaty remains central. Like all other 
parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), Sweden remains 
committed to the immediate commencement of negotiation in the Conference on 
Disarmament of a fissile material cut-off treaty in accordance with the report and mandate 
contained in CD/1299 within the context of an agreed comprehensive and balanced 
programme of work. This is listed as action 15 in the NPT Action Plan. It is therefore a 
concern that the draft does not clearly provide for such negotiations. For Sweden it is of the 
essence that important gains achieved over time, such as the Shannon mandate, are 
safeguarded. We are not quite convinced that the wording of the draft is enough to take the 
Conference closer to actual negotiations, nor that it sufficiently reflects commitments made 
under the NPT. My delegation would thus wish to see a more direct reference to 
negotiations and to document CD/1299 in the paragraph about fissile material for nuclear 
weapons purposes. 


Mr. Simon-Michel (France) (spoke in French): Mr. President, thank you for your 
efforts, and I wish to thank our Secretary-General, Mr. Tokayev, for his proposals, which I 
found very interesting and to which I will return. 


Regarding the adoption of a programme of work by the Conference on Disarmament, 
I set out France’s position on 4 June, but wish to highlight some aspects that are, in my 
opinion, absolutely pivotal to our work. 


Firstly, like most member States, France wishes to see the Conference on 
Disarmament emerge from its current deadlock. For the Conference, emerging from the 
current deadlock means fulfilling its negotiating mandate, and it seems to me that we 
should bear that point in mind — a negotiating mandate — as a key element of our work 
and our efforts to agree a programme of work. 


Secondly, we must take into account the achievements of the Conference on 
Disarmament. Failing to consider the achievements of the Conference on Disarmament 
would not be a step forward; rather, it would mean taking a large step backwards. The 
achievements of the Conference naturally include the Shannon mandate. These 
achievements of the Conference on Disarmament are mentioned in several significant texts 
that we should take into consideration, and most recently in United Nations General 
Assembly resolution 67/72, which was adopted by consensus last December. 


Lastly, a third point that seems pivotal to me: we should adopt a programme of work 
that is consistent with the action plan of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons (NPT). That plan was adopted also by consensus at the 2010 Review Conference. 
We should therefore take particular note of action 15 of that action plan. The NPT is the 
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cornerstone of disarmament and nuclear non-proliferation. The action plan is our road map, 
and 190 States are committed to the Treaty and the action plan. Therefore, I think that these 
three points — taking into account our negotiating mandate, taking into account the 
achievements of the Conference on Disarmament, as mentioned, for example, in resolution 
67/72, and taking into account the 2010 NPT action plan and action 15 of that Plan — are 
vital if we truly wish to move forward, rather than merely give the impression that we are 
seeking another way. 


Lastly, | would like to say a few words on the statement just made by our Secretary- 
General. I believe that it contains interesting ideas that should give us food for thought and 
that may, perhaps, allow us to move forward and release our Conference from deadlock. 


Mr. Pollard (United Kingdom): Mr. President, at the outset may I thank you for the 
efforts that you have undertaken to try and find a way forward out of our current deadlock? 
As with others, we have sent the non-paper back to the capital for comments, so these are 
our initial views. 


As the Australian Ambassador has highlighted, as Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons (NPT) nuclear-weapon States we are bound to implement and uphold the 
commitments that we have taken in the 2010 action plan of the NPT, and the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland is working hard to fulfil those aims. 
Unfortunately the non-paper you presented, whilst clever in approach, does run counter to 
those aims and moves us away from fulfilling the commitments that all NPT members have 
undertaken, in particular action points 6, 7 and 15. 


As the Japanese Ambassador said earlier and reiterated in Secretary-General of the 
Conference Tokayev’s statement today, the Conference on Disarmament is the negotiating 
arm of the disarmament machinery. The United Nations Disarmament Commission is the 
deliberative organ, and this distinction should remain. I believe that Secretary-General 
Tokayev’s statement today had much food for thought and requires further consideration 
along with any future programme of work before we can move forward and find a 
consensus in this body. 


Mr. Vipul (India): Mr. President, let me now begin by thanking you for all your 
efforts in finding ways and means to make progress in the Conference on Disarmament. 
The non-paper that was circulated yesterday will receive due concentration in our capital, 
but in the meanwhile we have some preliminary comments and questions which would help 
in our consideration of that document. 


The Conference on Disarmament is a negotiating forum. In considering a draft 
programme of work, our touchstone is whether the proposed draft would take us closer to 
negotiating multilateral legally binding instruments or not. The question therefore is how 
the working groups proposed in paragraphs 1 and 2 in the non-paper, on nuclear 
disarmament and a fissile material cut-off treaty, would lead us to negotiations on these two 
core issues, and these core issues are seen as part of internationally agreed priorities on 
disarmament issues. This was also at the core of documents submitted by the Group of 21 
in the past, namely CD/1570 and CD/1571. 


Secondly, in a negotiating forum we have to be mindful that there is clarity with 
regard to our substantive deliberations. A lot of work has gone into reaching agreed 
common understandings on the framework in which we would pursue substantive work on 
the core issues, and it is important that we preserve these hard-won understandings which 
have a vital bearing on our future negotiations. These agreements are not mere proposals 
but are important documents which have been agreed by consensus in the Conference. 


To conclude, we would like to agree with you and others that the priority is to 
preserve and strengthen the role of the Conference in the light of developments outside this 
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forum, and any steps we take should enable the Conference to stay in the vanguard of 
progress on disarmament issues. In that light we need to be careful to move towards 
consensus and not in a direction where it might become difficult to return to consensus. 


The President: [ thank the representative of India for his statement. Would any 
other delegation like to take the floor at this stage? That does not seem to be the case. 


Today we have heard statements of member States on a draft programme of work 
prepared by the President. | have taken note of the views, comments and positions by 
distinguished colleagues and delegations. I don’t intend to sum up this discussion, but it is 
my reflection on the whole statement as I heard all those statements. Some delegations 
referred to the 2010 document of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 
(NPT), which my country also attaches great importance to, but we should not lose sight of 
the fact that we work based on consensus, and there are members of the Conference that are 
not parties to the NPT. I referred to it in my consultations, either bilaterally or with regional 
groups. Some delegations are of the view that their national priorities or group positions 
have not been reflected in the draft. As I said, if we want to stick to our national positions 
or priorities we might not be able to unlock the Conference deadlock. For my delegation the 
position of the Group of 21 and the priority of nuclear disarmament are our utmost priority, 
but at the same time we should understand the current situation. Several delegations 
highlighted the negotiating mandate for the Conference. I believe if we would like to act 
based on this assumption we should also equally address other core agenda items, including 
negotiations on nuclear disarmament. However, it has not worked in the past, this approach. 
We should also bear in mind that the Conference has not always had a negotiating mandate 
for all agenda items. 


As | have said, based on the discussion we had today and the results of the further 
consultation I will act accordingly. 


So this concludes our business for today. The next plenary meeting of the 
Conference will be held next Friday at 10 a.m., and it will be the last plenary meeting under 
the Islamic Republic of Iran’s presidency. 


The meeting rose at 12.25 p.m. 
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